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ABSTRACT

It has become apparent to many risk experts that w thout
good conmunication, risk assessnent and risk mmnagenent
efforts my be largely in vain. For the public

perception is reality when it cones to the interpretation
of risk information and the shaping of regulatory policy.

The findings of several- risk conmmunication experts are
reviewed and presented in the context of herbicides used
in forest ecosystenms. An enphasis is placed on (1) how
to recognize and deal with public outrage, (2) how to

meke "good" and "bad" risk conparisons, and (3)

guidelines for developing a formal risk conmunication

program

| NTRODUCTI ON

Having just gone through the registration process for this
annual neeting, | am sure nost of you are aware that our theme this
year is "Communicating Mdern Wed Science." But I'm wondering how
many of you are asking... "Is this an appropriate thenme for a
scientific conference?" or "“What does communication have to do with
science?" On the other hand, | am also wondering how nmany of you
have ever used the expression... "they just don't understand *...

when referring to the public's reaction to the use of herbicides in
forestry? How many of you have had a hard time explaining to
friends, enployees, or concerned citizens, the "numbers"™ found in
ri sk docunents or environmental inpact statenents? Perhaps you've
had an environnmental activist pose a question about forest

her bi ci des whi ch caused you to use "techno-babble" in your response.

If you' ve had these experiences, you probably would agree that
conmmuni cation is inmportant to science and that we nust find ways to
I nprove our risk comunication skills if we expect to continue with
this forest managenment practice in the future

My objective in this presentation today will be to draw your
attention to sone recent findings and recomendations by risk
conmuni cation experts. | hope this will pronpt you to'further
explore the topic on your own. Toward that end, | wll be
suggesting some books, manuals and a video on the topic. These can
be used as l|earning/training devices by anyone interested in
inproving their own skills on introducing this concept to other
scientists, managers, and policy nakers at institutions where you
wor k.

RI SK

Risk is one of the nost inportant and |east understood topics
in our society today. Issues that range from board global policies
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to routine daily decisionsinvolve risk appraisals by individuais,

organi zations, and governments. W all encounter risks every day;
driving a car, flying, snoking cigarettes, taking prescription
drugs, and participating in recreational and occupati onal

activities. Sonehow we make decisions to accept, reject or nodify
these activities using an apprai sal process that seenms |argely
instinctive. However, the formal process of risk analysis is nuch
nore conplex and quantitative. '

To the risk scientist, every risk involves a conbination of

two principle factors: (a) the probability of an undesirable
occurrence, coupled with (b) the severity of that occurrence.(l)
The following example of a dice role is often used to illustrate

t he process.

“the probability of losing at a single roll of
the dice in craps is 51.3% the severity of
losing is exactly the noney that was bet. The
ganble may be an acceptable risk if the bet is
an anount of noney that the bettor can easily
afford to |ose. The sanme ganble nmay be an
unacceptable risk if the bet is the bettor's
l'ife savings. Vet her the bet is "worth it"
is determined by balancing the risk involved
(i.e., losing) against the odds and nagnitude
of the benefit (i.e., winning). This decision
is a %"value Jjudgement" and is to a great
extent an individual choice.

But just as a risk may go from acceptable
to wunacceptable as the severity of the
consequence" is increased, so also my it
worsen if the probability of occurrence
increases. An acceptable risk at five dollars
wth 60-40 odds may becone unacceptable as the
odds rise against the gambler." (1)

This process is simlar in principal for evaluating chem cal
herbicide risks in forest ecosystems. The assessnent consists of
an estimation of the probability of harm--an undesirable

occurrence ---to human and/or ecosystem health coupled to the
severity of that occurrence caused by exposure to a certain |evel
of the herbicide over a defined period of tine. This is often

sinmply referred to as chemical toxicity or hazard.

It should be obvious that herbicide risk assessnments for
conpl ex ecosystens will never be as sinple or definitive as the
assessment one can perform with a "roll of the dice." W sinply
cannot conduct human and ecosystem experinents as easily as we can
repeatably throw the dice.

The formal scientific appraisal of risk, known as risk
assessment, is used to alert people to problems as well as pronpt
others to reduce risk to '"acceptable" |levels. This latter action




56

Is known as risk managenent. Risk nmanagenment often involves value
judgenents that integrate social, economc, and political concerns
wth the scientific risk assessment.

I'm sure many in this audience are famliar with some of the
risk assessment docunents for chemcal herbicides. Docunents in
support of the product regi stration, or perhaps a recent
environnmental inpact statenent. Per haps some of you have been
involved directly or indirectly wth managing the risks associated
with the use of herbicides. However, how nmany of you have been
involved, or even thought about *"risk communication" as a part of
the process?

According to G ickman and Gough (10), many ri sk assessnent
experts have not been successful in communicating their findings to
the general public. And the risk managers who base their decisions
on the expert's advice have often failed to convince the public
that risks can be kept to acceptable levels. As a result of these
failures, the topic of risk commnication is receiving nore and
nore attention.

THE | MPORTANCE OF RISK COVMUNI CATI ON

It has becone apparent to many risk experts that w thout good
comuni cation, risk assessment and risk management may be largely
in wvain.(10) According to Peter Sandman, Director of the
Envi ronmental Communi cation Program at Rutgers University, %“risk
assessnent and risk managenment personnel are now beginning to focus
on the risk communication process because they now realize that how
peopl e perceive risk determ nes how they respond to it, which in
turn sets the stage for influencing public policy".(14) For the
public, perception is reality when it comes to the interpretation
of risk information. "Public opinion" nobilized through the mass
nmedia often has nore influence than "science" on shaping regul atory

policy.

Prior to 1986 there were only a few essays in the scholarly
and policy literature with risk communication in their titles.
Since that tine, scores of titles along wth conferences,
wor kshops, videos, and training sessions have appeared with a focus
on risk communication. According to Plough and Krinsky (13)
..."risk communication is nore than a research framework. It has
become a concept that is strongly nmarketed by specific interest
groups to achieve particular ends."™ The Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) has elevated the concept of risk conmmunication to a
strategic level in both its regulatory activities and its research
agenda. Industries that are regulated by the EPA also see risk
comuni cation as a key policy and managenent issue.(13) The 1988
Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) Title I1l1,
state right-to-know laws, and the Qccupational Safety & Health Act
(OSHA) hazard communication standard of 1990 have underscored the
i mportance of risk communication to groups concerned with
environmental health hazards. Over the past few years, the risk
comruni cation consulting business has become a "growth industry”




157

wth a wave of seminars on "why is it necessary...?" and "“how best
to doit...!" Wile it is clear that sone people are now notivated
to inprove their risk communication skills sinply because "its the
law," although behavioral scientists tell wus they wll not nake
good risk comunicators; others are drawn to nore inportant
benefits of risk comrunication as suggested by Covello and others
(7): .

1. To help turn societal attention and resources fromtrivial
problems to mmjor problens.

2. To better understand public perceptions, needs, and
concer ns.

3. To reduce the tension between conmunities, agencies, and
i ndustrial groups.

4, To make nore inforned risk management decisions.
5. To reduce levels of public outrage.
THE OUTRAGE CONCEPT

Over the years, -one of the nost perplexing factors recognized
by risk comunication experts is the poor correlation between the
l'ist of risks that harm people and the list of risks that nake
peopl e upset or outraged. In the past, risk managers in industry
and governnent often concluded that the lack of <correlation was
sinply a lack of scientific literacy, or just an irrational

perception on the part of the public. -To overcome the problem
attenpts were made to "better explain the nunbers" that described
t he hazard. However, it was quickly realized that nore slides,

better presentations, and inproved educational devices to explain
the hazard were not working. The correlation between real risks
and the risks that alarned or outraged people was still poor.

Some risk experts began to suggest that the public's
definition of risk was different than the “professional"
definition. Wile msperception of the hazard was a factor, it was
not the only factor. Oher variables seemed to play a role. The
public's definition of risk went beyond hazard and included nmany
subjective, enotional factors that caused them to be upset or
outraged. Mre inportantly, it was the public definition of risk
t hat was shaping public policy and influencing the regul atory
process. Sandman summed-it up this way,... "“while the scientists
were claimng...

Rl SK = HAZARD
the public was claimng...

RI SK = HAZARD + OUTRAGE
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...For many years, while the experts focused on the hazard and
ignored outrage, the public focused on outrage and ignored the
hazard". (14)

The good news from this hypothesis is that we now have two
ways to lower risk froma public policy context. \ile we can and
shoul d continue the inportant work to |ower hazards, we should also
devote nore attention to |lowering outrage factors (for those risks
that involve mnor or trivial hazards). The converse is also true.
VWhen dealing with risks with high hazards, risk communicators have
an obligation to anplify outrage. Throudgh this process, society's
limted resources can be better nobilized and directed to solve the
nost serious environmental probl ens. Lowering. or anplifying
outrage is as nmuch a part of risk managenent as wor%i ng to mnimze
health and environnmental hazards.(14)

Sandnan naintains that hazard msperception is not the core
problem in risk comunication. He is not suggesting that
m sperceptions are a nyth, rather he explains... "In nost risk
controversies, people do msperceive the hazard, they also feel
outraged. The question is which is cause and which is effect. If
peopl e are outraged because they msperceive the hazard, then the
solution is to explain the hazard better. on_the other hand, if
peopl e misperceive the hazard because they are” outraged, then the
solution is to find a way to reduce---the outrage":(14) He offers
the followng (thought experiment) to illustrate the point.

I magine a roonful of citizens listening to an
expert on pesticide risks, perhaps soneone
like Bruce Ames of the University of
Cal i forni a. Ames has conducted research
suggesting that natural carcinogens in food
are several orders of nagnitude riskier than
pesticide residues. To summarize Anes's
argument in a single oversinplified sentence:
broccoli is nore carcinogenic than dioxin.
I magine Ames trying to convince his audience
of this. It's going to be a tough sell,,
obviously. But the audience is calm there is
no cancer cluster in town, the food is good,
there's plenty’ of time, and Ares is a
ersuasive speaker with a lot of data to back
im up. So over the course of an hour or two
he succeeds in convincing people that, in
fact, broccoli 1s nore carcinogenic than
di oxin. They had a msperception and it has
been corrected.

Now up cones another speaker. Now t hat
we know that broccoli is nore carcinogenic
than dioxin, the second speaker inquires,
which one do we want the EPA to regulate, the
broccoli or the dioxin? What woul d the
audi ence respond? The di oxin.
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This thought experiment tells us that the
hazard m sperception wasn't our problem in the
first place. As long as dioxin generates a
| ot of outrage, and broccoli very little,
teaching people about their relative hazard is
unlikely to affect the publics concerns, fears
or policy choices.

THE QUTRACGE FACTORS

Bef ore one can begin to |ower outrage, one nust know about the
broad array of outrage factors that have been identified by risk
experts. Sandman di scusses 20 outrage factors in his risk
video. (14) The followng is a brief summary of ten factors
di scussed by Hance and others in the "Industry Risk Communication
Manual " (12) and by Covello and others in the "Effective R sk
Conmmuni cati on Manual". (6) Wiile you will find nost of these
factors explained from a chemcal industry perspective, they have
broader applications. Especially to issues that deal with the use
of pesticides in agriculture and forestry.

1. Voluntary vs involuntary or coerced risk -- People feel
much less at risk when the choice is theirs. Wen people
don't - have choices, they beconme angry. Consi der the

di fference between getting pushed down a npuntain on
slippery sticks and deciding to go skiing. This factor
hel ps explain why people readily acceptrepeatedherbicide
treatnents on their lawns but may be outraged over a
singl e unannounced herbicide treatnment on adjacent public
forest land. Find ways to share decisions with concerned
citizens.

2. Natural vs industrial risks -- People rarely becone
outraged over natural risks. A natural risk like a flood
is mdway between a voluntary and a coerced risk; we are
all nore forgiving of "God's coercion" than of corporate

coerci on. You can't mnmake industry risks into. natural
ones, but you can avoid conparing your pollution to
aflatoxin in peanuts. The public will generally accept

abundant anmounts of *natural” pesticides in foodstuffs and
reject trace "industrial” pesticide residues found in the
same foods or *”forests".

3, Fair vs unfair risks -- Even if a situation entails nore
benefits than risks, the people who bear the risks often
reap little of the benefits. This wunfairness naturally
provokes outrage. Reduce risks where you can -- then
conpensate where you cannot reduce. To find out what sort
of conpensation is nost appropriate, conduct a survey or
ask the community. This factor explains, in part, why
communities that depend on a particular industry for jobs
sonetines see pollution or environmental inpacts from that
i ndustry as less risky.
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Famliar vs exotic risks -- Famliar risks and famiiiar
surroundi ngs dimnish outrage. That's why homeowners
generally don't fear radon and workers sonetimes don't pay
enough attention to safety rules. Facility tours, mall

di spl ays, school progranms, and nedia nmessages can increase
famliarity and reduce outrage - especially if they don't
evade the tough issues. Wile the public is famliar with
the need for weed control on their own |awns and gardens,
weed control in a forest setting is viewed as a sonewhat

exotic and therefore an unnecessary risk. Public
education prograns will make this risk nore famliar and
therefore |less *“risky”.

Not nenorable vs nenorable risks -- Whether through
per sonal experience or nedia experience, nmenor abl e
incidents and inmages of risk exacerbate outrage. When

such incidents and inmges are present in people' s mnds,

i gnoring them just nakes the problem worse. Discuss them
before you are accused of them The nere nention of
"chlorinated" herbicides is enough to trigger in sone
people m nds visions of agent orange, dioxin, Vietnam and
other menorable events which generates high outrage. Mich
of this outrage can be defused by addressing the issue
before a confrontational question is asked.

Knowabl e vs unknowable risks -- Do the experts agree? Do
they seem to understand the hazard? How big are the error
bars in the risk estimte? Is the hazard visible or
otherwi se detectable? Oten you can increase knowability
by giving concerned citizens access to the data -- for
exanple, a japanese firmput a large thernoneter on top of
an incinerator, so citizens knew that it was burning hot

enough. In forestry, we need to make herbicide use data
more available. Facts as reported by Artman (4) at this
nmeeting are one exanple. He reports that in 1990,

Virginia forestry treated 66,252 acres or only 0.5% of the
land available for treatment within the Forestry Herbicide
User Group. An average rate of 1.37 Ib ai/ac/rotation was
used. This kind of information needs to go beyond
scientific meetings and be delivered to regulators and
citizens as an informational nessage. W need to make our
forestry practices and procedures nore knowable and
therefore less risky in the mnds of the public. The
nmessage needs to be delivered before, not after a conflict
or crisis arises.

Morally irrelevant vs norally relevant risks -- To nany,
pollution isn't just harnful; it's w ong. Its noral
rel evance makes the |anguage of costs-risk and benefit-
risk tradeoffs seem callous and worthless, As one EPA
official put it, speaking to some people about an optimal
level of pollution is like talking about an acceptable
nunber of child nolesters. In some instances, an outrage
based on a noral point of view cannot be reduced. But you




161

can avoid anplifying that outrage by not making snug
remar ks about the people who hold this position.

8. Risks controlled by the individual vs risks controlled by
"the system" -- Mst people feel safer driving than riding
as a passenger. Being at the nercy of soneone else
provokes the npst outrage when "soneone else" is a
facel ess corporation or government agency. Techniques to
share control range from informal surveys that ask people
their concerns to formal advisory conmttees. The scoping
process, public announcenents, invitations for public
review, and other steps used in environnental assessnents
and environmental inmpact statements are all ained at
sharing "control".

9. Risk information from trustworthy sources vs risk
information from untrustworthy sources -- Polluting
i ndustries and government agencies are w dely distrusted,
and people make the conservative assunption that an
untrustworthy institution mghtwellbe dangerous as well.
In general, people trust their physician and m strust
their auto nechanic and behave accordingly. The rule of
thumb here is to *stop asking to be trusted" and instead
build in accountability. If people are-outraged over the
possible contamination of their reservoir from adjacent
forest land treated with herbicides, allow them to
participate in decisions on how and where to nonitor for
residues. Before the results are in, create dummy tables
of possible outcones balanced against drinking water
standards (if known). Try to reach sone agreenment on
where followup action would be unnecessary.

10. Risks from open responsive process vs risks from a closed
unresponsive process --Wat sort of relationship has your
organi zation built with the comunity? Do you admt past
errors or deny or ignore them rel ease information
pronptly or hide it? How do you deal with people's
concerns = courteously and responsively, or wth
arrogance, defensiveness, or techno-babble? A nunmber of
corporations and government bodies have recently |earned

t hat admtting the bad news, apol ogi zi ng wher e
appropri ate, and responding Wth conpassion quickly
deflates public outrage. A technical discussion that

follows an apology will be nore successful and nore apt to
lead to conflict resolution.

Only sonme of the outrage factors summarized above or |isted
el sewhere will be found in specific risk scenarios. However, the
greater the nunber that do apply, the greater the Iikelihood of
public concern about the risk, regardless of the hazard-data. In
those instances, it is as inportant to pay attention to the outrage
factors as it is to the hazard in order to effectively manage the
risk.
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RI SK COVPARI SONS

Back in 1979, W Ilson (15) conpiled a long |ist of everyday
activities (such as smoking 1.4 cigarettes, drinking a half liter
of wne, and eating 40 tablespoons of peanut butter), which were
estimated to increase the probability of death in any year by one
chance in a mllion. COher conparisons soon followed and began to
be widely used by industry and government agencies to help explain
public and occupational risks. The process often backfired,
generating outrage rather than quelling fear. These "mixed"
conparisons were seen by some citizens as trivializing their
concerns and as an attenpt to coerce their acceptance of the risk.

Whet her or not risk conparisons work or backfire is largely a
matter of timng and know ng your audience. Conparing the health
risk of herbicides to eating peanut butter may work when addressing
a scientific audience but is guaranteed to fail if used before an
outraged group of citizens; especially when the concern of the
citizens is focused on forest wildlife that ®don't eat peanut
butter"! Equally counterproductive are attenpts to quell public
fears by "drinking a glass of herbicide contam nated water" or
claimng that you would "pbathe your kids in itw».

~In addition to the risk nmessage content; the attitude,
delivery, and nmnnerisns of the communicator are extrenely
i nportant. Fl i ppant or cavalier comments or conparisons are bound

to generate outrage and-be rejected, especially when conveyed at a
gathering of concerned workers or the general public.

Covello and others (9) have prepared a nanual on risk
conparisons providing nunerous guidelines and concrete exanples
based on a variety-of risk scenarios. Wiile the manual is ained
primarily at the chem cal industry, there are nmany generic
princi pl es which can be used by others. A categorization and
ranking system for risk conparisons is suggested in ternms of public
acceptability. The manual describes 14 kinds of risk conparisons
arranged in 5 ranks (from nost to |east acceptable). The reader is
cautioned that the findings are not based on enpirical research but
rather the conbined experience of ten risk conmmunication scholars
and industry practitioners. The ranking seem to work best when
applied to situations where tension and hostility is running high.

A general rule of thunb is: Select from the highest ranking
ri sk conparisons whenever possible. Wen you have no choice but to
use a lowranking risk conparison, do so cautiously, being aware
that the risk conparison could backfire. Exanpl es from Covello's
manual (9) wth adaptations to forest herbicide risk scenarios are
listed bel ow

FI RST- RANK  RI SK COVPARI SONS- - MOST  ACCEPTABLE
COVPARI SONS WTH A STANDARD
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Exanpl es:

The amount of herbicide X found is 100 tinmes below the
| evel permtted by EPA standard Y.

Exposure of forest workers to herbicide X is 100 tines
bel ow the [ evel ¥ considered safe by the Occupati onal
Safety and Health Adm nistration.

SECOND- RANK  COVMPARI SONS- - LESS  DESI RABLE

COVPARI SONS OF ALTERNATIVE SCLUTION TO TEE SAME PROBLEM

Exanpl e:

The ecosystem disturbance from the herbicide vegetation
management treatnment is X, while the disturbance from
mechani cal treatnment is ¥ and the disturbance from
prescribed burning 2z. Rather than... the herbicide
treatment causes |ess disturbance to the ecosystem than a

group of boy scouts canping out for a week.

-

TH RD- RANK  RI SK COVPARI SONS- - EVEN LESS DESI RABLE

COVPARI SONS OF THE RI SK FROM ONE SOURCE OF A PARTI CULAR
ADVERSE EFFECT WTH THE RISK FROM ALL SOURCES oOF THAT
SAME ADVERSE EFFECT.

Exanpl e:

The risk of cancer posed by a lifetinme exposure of workers
to herbicide X is 0.00003 percent of the total cancer
risk. (note: some people operating out of fear or outrage
W |l personalize this risk and assunme they or their unborn
child will be the 0.00003 statistic).

FORTH- RANK RI SK  COVPARI SONS- - MARG NALLY  ACCEPTABLE

A, COWARI SONS OF BENEFITS WTH RI SK--MARG NALLY ACCEPTABLE

Exanmpl e:

The use of herbicide X in forest ecosystens increases
seedling survival by Y percent and shortens crop rotation
time by Z years. Ecosystem di sturbances caused by the
herbicide are only tenporary and the use of stream side
managenment zones mnimzes off-site herbicide novenent.

Note: Risk/benefit conparisons tend to be nobre acceptable
when the benefits accrue to the people being addressed.
QG herwise they may be viewed as bribery, especially when
communi cated in a confrontational envi ronnent . The
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benefits nmessage is inportant but the general rule of
thunb is to separate the benefit nessage from the risk
message.

B. COWARI SONS OF OCCUPATI ONALRI SKS W TH ENVI RONVENTAL Rl SKS-
- MARG NALLY  ACCEPTABLE

Exampl e:

e The local comunity near the forestry nursery is exposed
to far |l ess herbicide contam nation than our nursery
wor kers and nedi cal tests show no evidence of adverse
health effects to our workers.

Note : This goes back to involuntary risk being nore
“risky" than voluntary risks in the eyes of the public.

C. COMPARI SONS W TH OTHER RI SKS FROM THE SAME SOURCE- -
MARG NALLY  ACCEPTABLE

Exampl e:

¢ Risks arising from the use of 2,4-D herbicide in forest
ecosystens are far less than risks which result from the
use of this herbicide on donestic gardens and |awns.
Note: Unfamliar risks are perceived as nore risky than
fam liar risks.

D. COWARI SONS W TH OTHER SPECI FI C CAUSES OF THE SAME DI SEASE,
I LLNESS OR | NJURY--MARG NALLY ACCEPTABLE

Exampl e:

e Animal studies show that the carcinogenicity potenti al
froma lifetinme exposure to herbicide X is less than that
produced from exposure to natural background | evels of
geol ogi cal radon.

Not e: Industrial risks are perceived as nore risky than
natural risks.

FI FTH- RANK COWPARI SONS- - RARELY ACCEPTABLE - USE W TH EXTREME
CAUTI ON!

According to Covello and others (9), "all of the types of
conpari sons |isted above have sonme claim to relevance and
legitimacy = a strong claimin the top ranks, a much weaker claim
in the bottom ranks. Wthin the fifth rank are all risk
conparisons that have little or no claim to relevance or
| egitimacy. Central anong these are conparisons of two or nore
conpletely wunrelated risks."

Even in the fifth rank, however, distinctions can be nmade.
For exanple, the nore a risk conparison disregards factors that
people consider inportant in evaluating risks, the nmore likely it
is to be ineffective. One exanple of a conparison that violates
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these distinctions is to tell people at a public neeting that their
risk from herbicide X is lower than the risk they took when they
drove their cars to the nmeeting or when they enjoyed a cigarette
during a break. Unl ess there is already a high | evel of trust
between the speaker and the audience, this sort of conparison is
guaranteed to provoke outrage (9).

Conparing the risk fromherbicide X to such things as the risk
of food additives is also far from ideal. There is no special
reason to believe that the risks of food additives are relevant to
risks of herbicide X. But at |east the conparison does not appear
to do major violence to any of the nost inportant outrage
di stinctions. By contrast, conmparing the risk of herbicide X to
the risk fromdriving without a seatbelt violates nost of the major
risk distinctions. The latter risk is voluntary, famliar, and
controlled by the individual. Conparing this risk to that of
herbicide X = which is likely to be perceived as involuntary,
unfam i ar, and beyond the citizen's control = is bound to
infuriate the audience.

To sum up cCowvello's risk conparison strategies:
e Avoid conparisons that ignore the outrage factors.

e Avoid conparisons that seem to mnimze or trivalize the
risk.

e Develop conparisons of simlar situations or substances.
« Always acknow edge uncertainty,

THE RISK COVWUN CATI ON PROCESS

To be effective, the process of risk conmunication nust be a
conti nuum of deliberate steps by commtted, well-informed people
rather than a "shoot from the hip"™ burst of public relation
announcenents. Covello and Allen (5) sum up the process into seven
cardinal rules and guidelines...

RULE 1. ACCEPT AND INVOVE THE PUBLIC AS A LEQ TI MATE
PARTNER.

A basic tenet of risk communication in a denocracy is"
that people and communities have a right to participate
in decisions that affect their lives, their property, and
the things they val ue.

Qui del i nes: . Denonstrate your respect for the public and
sincerity by involving the community early, before
i nportant decisions are nade. Involve all parties that
have an interest or a stake in the issue under

consi deration. If you are a governnent enployee,
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remenber that you work for the public. If you do not
work for the government, the public still hold you
account abl e.

RULE 2. PLAN CAREFULLY AND EVALUATE YOUR EFFORTS.

R sk communication wll be successful only if carefully
pl anned.
Cui del i nes. Begin W th clear, explicit risk

communi cation objectives--such as providing information
to the public, notivating individuals to act, stimulating
response to energencies, or contributing to the
resolution of conflict. Determne if you have sufficient
information to discuss the risks. G assify and segnent
the various groups anong your audience. Al m your
communi cations at specific subgroups in your audience.
Recruit spokespeople who are good at presentation and
i nteraction. Train your staff--including technical
staff--in communi cat i on skills; reward outstanding
perf or mance. Whenever possible, pretest your nessages.
Carefully evaluate your efforts and learn from your
m st akes. There is no such entity as "the public”
instead, there are many publics, each with its own
interests, needs, concerns, priorities, and preferences.
Different risk conmmunication goals, audiences, and nedia
require different risk conmunication strategies.

RUE 3. LISTEN TO THE PUBLIC S SPECI FI C CONCERNS.

| f you do not listen to people, you cannot expect themto
listen to you. Communi cation is a two-way activity.

Gui del i nes. Do not make assunptions about what people
know, think, or want done about risks. Take the time to
find out what people are thinking: use techniques such
as interviews, focus groups, and surveys, Let all
parties that have an interest or a stake in the issue be
heard. ldentify with your audience and try to put
yourself in their place. Recogni ze people's enotions.
Let people know that you understand what they said,
addressing their concerns as well as yours. Recogni ze
the "hidden agendas", synbolic neanings, and broader”
econom c or political considerations that often underlie
and conplicate the task of risk comrunication. People in
the community are often nore concerned about such issues

as trust, credibility, conpet ence, control
vol unt ari ness, fairness, caring, and conpassion than
about nortality statistics and the details or

quantitative risk assessnent.
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RUE 4. BE HONEST, FRANK, AND OPEN.

In comunicating risk information, trust and credibility
are your nost precious assets.

Qui del i nes: State your credentials; but no not ask or
expect to be trusted by the public. If you do not know
an answer or are uncertain, say so. Cet back to people
with answers. Adnit mistakes. Disclose risk information
as soon as possible (enphasizing any reservations about

reliability). Do not mnimze or exaggerate the |evel of
risk. Specul ate only with great caution. [f in doubt,
lean toward sharing nore information, not |ess--or people
may think you are hiding sonething. Di scuss data
uncertainties, strengths and weaknesses--including the
ones identified by other credible sources. | dentify
worst-case estimates as such, and cite ranges of risk
estimates when appropriate. Trust and credibility are
difficult to obtain. Once lost they are al nost

i npossible to regain conpletely.

RULE 5. COORDI NATE _AND COLLABORATE W TH OTHER CREDI BLE
SOURCES.

Allies can be effective in helping you comunicate risk
i nformation.

Guidelines: Closely coordinate all inter-organizational

and intra-organizational conmmunications. Devote effort
and resources to the slow, hard work of building bridges
with other organizations. Use credible internediaries.

Consult with others to determine if you or soneone else
is best able to answer questions about risk. Try to
i ssue communications jointly with other trustworthy
sources (for exanple, credible wuniversity scientists,

physicians, or trusted local officials). Few things nake
ri sk conmmunication nore difficult than conflicts or
public disagreenments with other credible sources.

RULE 6. MEET THE NEEDS OF THE MEDI A

The nedia are a prime transmitter of information on
risks; they play a critical role in setting agendas and
in determ ning outcomnes.

Guidelines:, Be open with and accessible to reporters.
Respect their deadlines. Provide risk information
tailored to the needs of each type of nedia (for exanple,
graphics and other visual aids for television). Prepare
in advance and provide background material on conplex
risk issues. Do not hesitate to follow up on stories
with praise or criticism as warranted. Try to establish
long-term relationships of trust wth specific editors
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and reporters. The nedia are frequently nore interested
in politics than in risk; nmore interested in sinplicity
than in conplexity, nore interested in danger than in

safety.

RULE 7. SPEAR CLEARLY AND W TH COVPASS| ON.

Techni cal |anguage and jargon are useful as professiona
short hand, but they are barriers to successful
comuni cation with the public.

Qui del i nes: Use sinple, non-technical [|anguage. Be
sensitive to Ioca] norns, such as speech and dress. Use
vivid, concrete images that communicate on a persona

level. Use of exanples and anecdotes make technical risk
data conme alive. Avoid distant, abstract, unfeeling
| anguage about deat hs, injuries, and illnesses

Acknow edge and respond (both in words and wth actions)

to enotions that people express-anxiety, fear, anger,

outrage, hel pl essness. Acknowl edge and respond to the
distinctions that the public views as inportant in
evaluating risks, e.g., voluntariness, controllability,

famliarity, dread, origin (natural or man-nmade),

benefits, fairness, and catastrophic potential. Use risk
conparisons to help put risks in perspective;, but avoid
conparisons that ignore distinctionsthatpeople consider
important. Always try to.include a discussion of actions
that are under way or can be taken. Tell people what you
cannot do. Promse only what you can do, and be sure to
do what you prom se. Regardl ess of how well vyou
comunicate risk information, sonme people will not be
satisfied. Never let your efforts to inform people about
risks prevent you from acknow edging--and saying--that
any illness, injury, or death is a tragedy. I f people
are sufficiently notivated, they are quite capabl e of
under standi ng conmplex risk information, even if they may
not agree with you.

PUBLI C | MAGE

Many of the public's concerns associated with the use of
forestry herbicides are rooted in a basic distrust of the chem cal
I ndustry. According to the Chem cal Manufacturing Associ ation
(CMA) the chemical industry currently ranks second to |ast anong 10
U S industries in public attitudes.(2) Only the tobacco industry,
ranks | ower. In addition, about two-thirds of the public consider
the chemcal industry "very harmful" to the environment. Per haps
more di sheartening are results of a survey by Covello (8) who found
the public's perception of the health risk posed. by chem cals
changing dramatically over the past ten years. H's research shows
that 10 years ago nost people believed that 10% of all cancers were
caused by exposure to chemcals in the environnment, today the
majority of people believe 85% of cancers are due to cheni ca
exposur e.
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Gven this "bad news" about the public imge of the chem cal
i ndustry, you m ght be wondering how your risk comunication
efforts can ever be effective. Don't despair, there is some good
news to report. The Anerican Chemi cal Society (ACS) has begun a
maj or long-term effort to inprove chemistry's public image. (3)
Known as "public outreach” it draws on the expertise of the 180, 000
nmenbers of the organization to prepare and present positive inages
of the risk of chemistry in society. News rel eases, expert
testinony, television news features, fixed andtravelling exhibits,
and ot her educational activities are a part of the program In
addition, in June 1991, the Chemcal Mnufacturers Association
(CMA) opened a 6 mllion dollar national advertising canpaign ained
at inmproving the U S public's image of the chem cal industry.(2)
This is part of a large five-year 50 mllion CMA canpaign to
comuni cate broadly wth the U S. public. The canpaign's goal is
to increase public understanding of a program started in 1988,
known as "Responsible care". According to E. McBrayer CMA
chai r man, "Responsible Care is the nost conprehensive, nost
anbitious health, safety, and environmental initiative ever put
together by a manufacturing industry in this country."(2) Mnber
conpani es have pledged to follow 10 guiding principles under the
program Si x codes are being devel oped and four are in place:
addressing comunity awareness, emergency rgsponse, pollution
prevention, and process safety and distribution. Codes covering
enpl oyee health and safety, and product stewardship are soon to
follow. Equally inportant, the program nakes use of a national
public advisory panel to review codes and shape initiatives.

THE NEXT STEP

Agai nst the backdrop of this encouraging good news and public
outreach let nme close by refocusing once again on the theme of this
years neeting . . . *' Comunicating Modern Weed Science,”.., and
encourage you to further explore risk conmunication topics by
consulting some of the citations listed at the end of the paper.
These authors are the experts in this field and their works can be
used to sinply build awareness, or to go all the way towards
devel oping a formal risk communication program
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